New gTLD Applicant Support (JAS WG) – WT-1
This refers to the document that Alan Greenberg kindly pointed to, which was an update released by ICANN on October 2nd., 2009, titled:
“Update to the Cost Considerations of the new gTLD Program”
See: icann.org/en/topics/new-gtlds/cost-considerations-04oct09-en.pdf 
This document comes to the following conclusion:

“The original expense estimate of US$ 185.000 remains valid, and therefore the fee remains the same”

The document also states that:

“The new gTLD implementation will be self-funding. Costs are not expected to exceed fees; existing ICANN activities regarding technical coordination of names, numbers and other identifiers will not cross-subsidize this new program.”
With regards to applications from underprivileged parties, the document states that:

“Concern has been expressed that the fee amounts might discourage applications from developing nations, not-for-profits, special groups, or others with less access to financial resources. These concerns are taken seriously, and can be explored in the future for possible financial assistance or fee reductions. However, this goal must be balanced with the principle of conservatism that first-round fees must fully fund first-round application costs.”

The gist of the document clearly tends to discourage any expectations that reductions to the application fee might be considered, at least in the first round.

Perhaps we can conclude that the exercise undertaken by WT-1 could be characterized as an evaluation of what the application fee consists of, and the justification that has been put forward for each component part, as a first step in understanding what can be proposed.
When scrutinized through the eyes of someone who lives in a developing country, the application fee seems rather excessive, perhaps due to the fact that the enormity of the sums mentioned in this document, such as an estimated intake of about U$S 100 million in the event of receiving 500 applications, if applied in a such a country, would enable significantly larger and more complex activities to be completed.
Anyhow, even if the evaluation component is a well-defined, though seemingly expensive at almost US$ 100.000, cost element of the application fee, we are left with the two remaining components:
Development costs: 
“These costs amount to approximately $13,475,000 (or $26,950 per application if amortized over 500 applications).” There were some opinions that this should not be part of the application fee, but rather included in what ICANN spends on fulfilling it’s core mission.
Risk Costs:

We are told that these are to cover: “Uncertain costs and costs that are harder to predict, or risks, include unanticipated costs such as variations between estimates and actual costs incurred. These costs expected value amount to $30,000,000, or $60,000 per application.”
For the purposes of our discussion, these could be the two cost components that might merit reconsideration, with regards to specific entities that may be defined as worthy of special assistance by WT2.
Some options could be:

· Eliminate or reduce the Development and Risk costs.

· Allow special applicant to pay on a per-phase basis, i.e., Application and Development costs on presentation, Risk cost if and once application has passed evaluation phase successfully.

· If application passes evaluation phase successfully, and there are no contending objections to it, then Risk cost could be waived or reduced since ICANN will not be burdened with a conflictive situation.
Clearly then there would appear to be some margin for negotiation with regards to the application fee, and this would be in parallel to other actions to obtain support, that have been proposed within the WG.
And then again: “Fee levels and accessibility – Concern has been expressed that the fee amounts might discourage applications from developing nations, not-for-profits, special groups, or others with less access to financial resources. These concerns are taken seriously, and can be explored in the future for possible financial assistance or fee reductions. However, this goal must be balanced with the principle of conservatism that first-round fees must fully fund first-round application costs. Concern has also been expressed that even well-intentioned fee reductions or aid programs offered directly by ICANN could well be the subject of gaming in which a commercial entity could put a token presence in a locale where fees were reduced, or portray a new registry as an expression of some community interest where none in fact exists. 

“Fee levels and accessibility – Concern has been expressed that the fee amounts might discourage applications from developing nations, not-for-profits, special groups, or others with less access to financial resources. These concerns are taken seriously, and can be explored in the future for possible financial assistance or fee reductions. However, this goal must be balanced with the principle of conservatism that first-round fees must fully fund first-round application costs. Concern has also been expressed that even well-intentioned fee reductions or aid programs offered directly by ICANN could well be the subject of gaming in which a commercial entity could put a token presence in a locale where fees were reduced, or portray a new registry as an expression of some community interest where none in fact exists. 

It is also true that the general gist of the document tends to discourage any expectations of reduced fees for underprivileged applicants: 
Although no practical method of ICANN financial assistance or fee reductions was identified for the first round of new gTLD applications, an appropriate mechanism might be defined for subsequent rounds. If staff can identify sources for potential grants, financial assistance or match-making opportunities for applicants from qualified developing nations and indigenous and minority peoples in need, the results will be made publicly available. 

